As the nonprofit sector grows and its relationship with the public sector deepens, nonprofit managers are working harder at developing donated financial and human resources. Although much research on nonprofit fund-raising has looked at who donates and which fund-raising strategies are most effective, no work to date has connected the two concepts; to illuminate which fund-raising strategies work with which donors. Using interview data conducted with nonprofit fund-raising executives and survey data on Atlanta residents, the authors estimate the impacts of sociodemographic and economic characteristics on the success of different donor development approaches. After constructing conceptual and empirical models, the authors' data analysis allows them to develop a set of management implications that will assist nonprofit managers in crafting development strategies for the organizations they operate.
challenge facing nonprofits, funders [government included], and policymakers alike is finding ways to increase access to . . . money to fund and grow nonprofits" (Morino & Shore, 2004, p. 12) .
Under the American system of tax-deductible contributions, up to 20 cents of each dollar of private charitable giving is "paid" by the federal government in foregone tax revenues; additional amounts are also foregone by state and local governments (Brooks, 2004b) . In certain areas, such as the arts and culture, indirect government subsidies stimulated by philanthropy outweigh direct government aid by about 5 to 1 (Feld, O'Hare, & Schuster, 1983) . More directly, the amount of public subsidies received by nonprofits has grown 195% between 1977 and 1997 (Gronbjerg & Salamon, 2002) , making up about 15% of all revenues to the American nonprofit sector (and as much as 25% in some other countries [Salamon, Anheier, List, Toepler, & Sokolowski, 1999] ), because of shifts in federal policy, strong economic growth, and lower unemployment levels. Government has had more resources to direct at alleviating individual and community need, and this has resulted in additional opportunities for nonprofit organizations to receive public funding for programs and service delivery (Van Slyke, 2003) . Indeed, Nathan (1996) refers to this devolution as the "nonprofitization" of government. As Gronbjerg and Salamon (2002) note, however, other policy changes, namely, welfare reform and charitable choice (and, more recently, a weak economy) have increased competition among nonprofits, for-profits, and faith-based organizations for public funding. In short, the effectiveness of nonprofit fund-raising directly affects government revenues and the financial health of nonprofit organizations. This, of course, is also in the interest of public managers keen on a vital third sector, which is complementary to public sector activity.
Not surprisingly, as the nonprofit sector grows in the depth, breadth, and public recognition of its interdependent relationship to government and society, nonprofit managers are finding they must work harder at providing high-quality services to clients, increase outreach to their communities, and demonstrate accountability to their stakeholders (Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1996; Schervish & Havens, 1995 , 2001 ). However, these efforts are not free and pull resources away from core nonprofit operations. As a result, nonprofit managers are paying increasing attention to the charitable contributions of individuals, as they are a large source of "unearned" income in the nonprofit sector. In 1997, for example, private American households contributed about $99 billion to charities and causes. Only government grants and earned revenues exceeded this amount (Independent Sector, 1999 ; American Association of Fund-Raising Counsel [AAFRC], 1999) . 1 Much of the information produced by practitioners and academics to enhance the effectiveness of fund-raising is descriptive. The research generally either identifies demographic patterns in giving or tries to discern the success of particular fund-raising strategies. More recent work on fund-raising has largely focused on the relationships between high-wealth donors and nonprofits (Schervish, 1997b , Schervish & Havens, 1998 , 2001 . Notably lacking is empirical research that connects research on the sociodemographic and economic predictors of giving with the efficacy of specific fund-raising strategies at the individual level. In other words, little data-based analysis has been conducted to find out not just which people give or which fund-raising strategies work but rather to illuminate which strategies work for which people. In this article, we examine the potential value for nonprofit managers of this kind of targeted fund-raising.
Taking a multimethod approach to data collection, we conducted interviews with vice presidents of development in nonprofit organizations on the information sources and fundraising strategies they use, the effectiveness of their development approaches with donors, and the utility that linking sociodemographic and economic characteristics of average givers with specific fund-raising strategies. We then used survey data on residents in the metropolitan Atlanta region, frequently cited in philanthropic studies as one of the more generous regions of the country, to estimate the impacts of sociodemographic and economic characteristics on the success of different donor development approaches. With the results, we developed a set of management implications designed to assist nonprofit managers in crafting fund-raising strategies that are aligned with donor interests and characteristics. The details and findings of our research form the body of this article. Our management suggestions speak most directly to nonprofit managers. However, public officials may also find utility in this research, given that some publicly funded institutions, such as libraries, museums, and universities, also engage in fund-raising and resource development.
BACKGROUND
During the past 25 years, an academic and scholarly focus on philanthropy has emerged. Economists and public administrators have conducted research on the tax implications of charitable giving, determinants of giving, and the effect of government funding on private giving levels and focused on factors such as education, employment and marital status, household income, wealth, and tax policy (Brooks, 2000; Brown, 1999; Clotfelter, 1997; Steinberg, 1990) . Psychologists have focused on predictors of individual motivation to give such as altruism, giving because of a sense of community, and having been helped by charitable organizations in the past (Clary & Snyder, 1995) . Sociologists have examined the motivations for giving as well as the context and culture of the giver, and recipient organizations, such as organized religion, political institutions, and organizational participation (Chang, Okunade, & Kumar, 1999; Dee & Henkin, 1997; Mount, 1996; Schervish, 1997b; Wolpert, 1995) . And marketing researchers have begun to look at the effectiveness of certain solicitation techniques and market segmentation approaches in connecting donors with causes (Heidrich, 1990; Prince, File, & Gillespie, 1993) . These approaches have stimulated empirical tests of various hypotheses about charitable behavior, and many demographic, attitudinal, and behavioral variables have been found to affect giving and volunteering.
Analytic sophistication has risen among practitioners as well. One resource that nonprofit managers and fund-raisers have used in making decisions about raising donor funds is data on individuals generated from several national data sources on charitable giving. These include the widely cited Independent Sector's (1999) Giving and Volunteering in the United States 1999 (ISGV) study and the AAFRC's (1999) Giving USA 1999 study, which focus on the aggregate contributions donated to charities by individuals, corporations, and foundations. The findings from both national studies indicate that about 70% of all households give an average of 2% of their household income to charitable causes. Other findings are that 84% of givers make in-kind donations, 80% purchase goods or services to raise money, and 79% contribute cash. Simple cross-tabulations show that those who give do so largely because they were asked by someone they know well, they have volunteered at the organization in the past, were asked by religious leaders to give, read or heard a story with an appeal to give, or were asked by someone at work to give. African Americans and Hispanics generally have lower giving and participation rates than Whites. Household income and education levels track positively with the percentage of household income contributed charitably. Finally, there is a strong correlation between religious involvement and giving and volunteering, with religious organizations garnering up to 60% of all individual charitable donations. However, to understand the covariates with giving requires more than this type of bivariate analysis. We might like to know about the role of specific demographics and the efficacy of different fund-raising strategies in isolation, controlling for the effects of all the other variables. This requires more sophisticated modeling to understand the ingredients in the propensity to give charitably. We provide here a brief review of the determinants of charitable behavior.
Age, Gender, Marital Status, Race, and Ethnicity Clotfelter (1997, p. 17) , among others, notes that "age has shown itself to be the variable most consistently related to giving," whereas Wolff (1999) notes that women tend to be more altruistic than men. Jencks (1987) as well as Andreoni, Brown, and Rischall (2003) find that marriage positively relates to giving, though the evidence is mixed, with Randolph (1995) suggesting that marital status is not a significant predictor. Race and ethnicity have been measured as statistically significant in a number of studies (e.g., Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1996 , 1998 . Underscoring the importance of such variables, Fairfax (1995) argues that giving for African Americans is a source of control and suggests "the black community is largely an untapped source . . . but that African-Americans must be asked to give" (pp. 18-19).
Religiosity, Political Ideology, and Education
Many authors have found a link between religious beliefs, practice, and attendance and charitable behavior. Jackson, Bachmeier, Wood, and Craft (1995, p. 59) find that "participation in church groups . . . increases [different] forms of secular helping, " and Schneider (1996) finds that regional differences influence giving and volunteering patterns with "religion continu[ing] to heavily influence giving" (p. 199). Hoge (1995) argues that not only do religious affiliation and frequency of participation affect the dollar amount contributed to religious organizations but that the level of education and income are directly correlated with religious denomination, with there being significant variation by denomination in the amount given to a house of worship. Wolpert (1995) finds that giving rates are higher where the political and cultural ideology is liberal rather than conservative. In contrast, Brooks and Lewis (2001) find that individuals with low trust in government, generally individuals more conservative in their political and ideological orientation, are more likely to give to charitable organizations than individuals who identified their political orientation as liberal and had greater trust in government.
Surveys (e.g., ISGV, AAFRC, and Gallup) consistently find that increases in educational attainment are directly correlated with increased giving. This is consistent with the work done by other scholars (Feldstein & Clotfelter, 1976; Jencks, 1987; Morgan, Dye, & Hybels, 1977) .
Income, Wealth, and Taxes
The impact of income on charitable giving has been treated in two different ways in the literature to date. First, a number of authors have constructed "income-giving profiles" (e.g., Clotfelter & Steuerle, 1981; Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1996) in which income percentiles are compared with average percentages of income donated charitably. In the United States, people with the lowest and highest incomes donate the highest percentages of their taxable incomes-generally, between 3% and 8%-whereas those in the middle donate less than 2%.
2 The stylized facts surrounding this curve in the United States attribute the high giving percentage of the wealthy to both high disposable incomes and a "culture" of elite philanthropy (Ostrower, 1995) . On the low-income side, the standard explanation is that poorer people are disproportionately members of theologically conservative churches in which tithing is expected (Iannacone, 1998) . Second, income's impact on giving has been estimated vis-à-vis estimates of the income elasticity of giving: the percentage change in giving resulting from a 1% increase in income (e.g., Clotfelter, 1985; Feldstein & Clotfelter, 1976; Steinberg, 1990) . This measure has almost always been found to be less than 1 in American models. In contrast to earned income, unearned income-in the form of welfare paymentshas been found to push charitable giving down, not up (Brooks, 2002) . Wealth has occasionally been considered apart from income, with researchers generally finding wealth elasticity in the vicinity of .30 (Brooks, 2004a) . Recent work (Schervish & Havens, 2001 ) finds that wealth and income are intertwined: Although higher wealth pushes up giving as a proportion of income, perhaps paradoxically it pushes down giving as a proportion of wealth itself.
Many studies have focused on the impact that changes to income tax rates have on donations (e.g., Clotfelter, 1985) . To understand this, note that higher tax rates should raise giving by lowering the effective price of charity to donors-if I give a dollar to charity, itemize my income tax deductions, and face a marginal income tax rate of 25%, my effective price of giving on the dollar is only 75 cents. In his review of 23 empirical studies on the topic, Steinberg (1990) found that on average, a 10% increase in the tax rate leads to about a 12% increase in charitable donations.
Voluntarism
A standard economic model of constrained utility maximization would predict that donations of time and money should function as substitutes for each other; that is, voluntarism should displace giving. This is consistent with the work of Jencks (1987) and Duncan (1999) , who find that when an individual's propensity to give declines, his or her contribution of time increases, on average. Brown (1999) finds that giving and volunteering increases when tax policy associated with greater levels of giving are implemented. The Independent Sector's research on giving and volunteering reveals a positive correlation between these two types of individual philanthropy (Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1996) .
Donor Motivation
Donor motivation continues to be important in understanding charitable giving (Schervish, 1997a (Schervish, , 1997b . Mount (1996) explores "motive variables," which are those variables that could influence donative behavior (p. 5). These include "belief in the cause, joy of giving, liking to be asked, altruism, sympathy, pride, obligation, reciprocity, nostalgia, and commemoration" (p. 6). Three other variables that were important from an incentive perspective are "appreciation in the form of expression of gratitude, recognition such as public acknowledgement, and tax credits" (p. 6). Prince et al.'s (1993) study on major donors takes these insights to the level of practical implications. The authors suggest that by partitioning a market into groups with similar motivations and needs, market segmentation allows an organization to determine which segments are appropriate targets and the optimal communications and promotional vehicles for reaching those constituencies. They suggest that segmenting donor markets provides an opportunity to efficiently use an organization's resources.
WHAT CHARITABLE GIVING DATA DO NONPROFIT EXECUTIVES USE?
To understand practitioners' uses of data on individual giving, we conducted interviews with nonprofit vice presidents of development (VPDs). A 13-question, semistructured interview protocol was administered to a purposive sample of VPDs from medium-sized nonprofits in the arts, environment, social services, education, and health subsectors (see Appendix A). Among the questions posed to the executives, we were interested in how their nonprofit organizations use individual giving and volunteering data for fund-raising, to what extent they collect or purchase data or rely on secondary data, and the degree to which they analyze data and link individual philanthropic characteristics and preferences with specific cultivation and solicitation strategies, as well as understanding their current fund-raising systems and the extent to which their organizations possessed the capacity to develop and implement the types of strategies we were proposing to develop based on the individual-level empirical data to be collected. 3 The interviews were tape-recorded, transcribed, and coded based on interviewee responses. The coding involved memoing and concept mapping, two techniques specifically designed to avoid interjecting subjective bias by the researcher.
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Interviewees were selected based on their reputations, education, and experience as well as the size of their organizations. 5 The conceptual design of this phase of our study dictated that data be gathered from those who are most involved and are considered experts in the fund-raising and development process. 6 We interviewed 12 VPDs from nonprofit organizations in the metropolitan Atlanta region.
Small nonprofits are not included in our sampling frame because many lack the physical, financial, technological, and human capital to invest in donor segmentation and solicitation frameworks due to their resource constraints. The sample is stratified across the range of nonprofit subsectors as outlined in the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities. Because there are different criteria for organizational size by subsector (e.g., a "medium-sized" nonprofit arts organization may not have the same number of staff members or operating budget as that of a social service organization), nonprofit and fund-raising experts assisted in the development of our sample to help us obtain an optimal stratification selection strategy.
Interview Results
A number of the nonprofit individuals interviewed, regardless of subsector, were looking at developing, educating, and cultivating relationships with high-wealth donors rather than the "average" donors we planned on sampling for this study. The information that the VPDs use in targeting new donors is often derived through personal relationships and public documents. In terms of the types of information nonprofits are using, a VPD of a medium-sized social services nonprofit suggested they are able to "slice and dice" their high-net worth donors, and that they build profiles of "major" donors through referrals, board relationships, press clippings, tax and employment history records, and public profiles. Yet each of the VPDs also acknowledged that this strategy can be perilous, because many charitable organizations compete for the attention of the same major donors, and a significant amount of an organization's fund-raising resources and capacity can be consumed in trying to influence the giving patterns of the wealthy.
The VPDs were in agreement with our desired focus on average donors and expressed the belief that over the long term they should use more of their resources to cultivate relationships with average donors. However, the concern they expressed is that the demographic and giving information available for purchase from large national organizations and consultants is often uneven in quality and does not lead to the types of prospects they are seeking. A VPD stated that "a list of one thousand individuals purchased from a for-profit fundraising firm turned out to be of little use because the data were so unreliable." Another suggested that "lots of individuals are not on our radar screens for giving," in part because they are not well profiled, but also due to the variation in data availability, quality, and cost. Primary data collection was cited as too time-consuming and expensive, and their organizations lacked the financial and personnel resources to conduct in-house studies or to commission studies.
The VPDs each agreed, some reluctantly, about the amateur nature of their current donor segmentation approaches. In certain cases, interviewees spoke of targeting donors by zip code or by purchasing lists of area and regional college graduates. One VPD framed the issue as "there's lots of anecdotal evidence, but few hard numbers on actual segmentation" by geographic area, subsector market niche, and individual socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. Appropriately, each of the VPDs spoke of this point as a serious dilemma, with one echoing a point made by many of the interviewees when he said that "you're only as good as your mailing list of donors." The VPDs agreed that the research questions and data that were to be collected as part of this study could ameliorate and strengthen the development approaches used by their organizations.
The managers interviewed suggested that a taxonomy of fund-raising foci and demographics could provide them with a quantitatively rich tool that could be used to craft specific solicitation and cultivation strategies in their donor recruitment and development work. However, at the present time they stated that their capacity to be more proactive and sophisticated in raising resources is constrained because this type of information has generally not been accessible, affordable, and specific. In sum, these executives believed the approach outlined in this article would be useful, providing they could build the appropriate fund-raising infrastructure to support it.
MODELS
In much of the literature cited, the decision to give charitably is treated for all practical purposes like a deterministic function of demographic characteristics. This is a practical byproduct of the data-driven approaches of most studies on this topic. Clearly, demographics correlate with certain attitudes and beliefs about charitable organizations, as well as with the ability to give charitably. What we might consider to be background factors, such as attitudes, beliefs, and economic circumstances, like the ability to give, also combine to create the incipient motivations and behaviors that manifest themselves in the form of giving, volunteering, or joining a civic organization. This motivation that leads to the behaviors described, in turn, is generally activated externally by a charity, via a "trigger": usually an appeal for funds, call for volunteers, or a solicitation. This can then lead to charitable and civic behavior. This mechanism is illustrated in Figure 1 . 7 When the decision to give is described as in Figure 1 , it becomes apparent that the role of demographics on the ultimate decision to give or volunteer is not the only empirical model of interest. Rather, we would like to understand the association of background and economic factors with the triggers to give and volunteer. These can be thought of as fund-raising strategies that work for organizations seeking to leverage financial and human capital. In other words, nonprofit organizations may consider how to develop solicitation strategies that take into account background factors and behaviors yet to be realized through the type of trigger they employ in their strategies to raise funds and recruit volunteers.
Thus, we seek to estimate two types of models empirically. First, there is the model of charitable giving for an individual i such as
(1)
is a vector of demographic controls, and ε i is a random disturbance. Because C i is censored at zero (because a substantial portion of the population gives nothing, and nobody gives less than zero), estimating (1) with ordinary least squares will produce biased estimates. Hence, we can use a tobit specification, which accommodates the large number of zeros on the left-hand side while producing unbiased estimators. This is consistent with most of the literature on charitable giving (Brooks, 2002) . Second, we estimate the determinants of giving for a specific reason:
R i is a dummy variable indicating whether person i gave for a specified reason, and u i is a random disturbance. Clearly, the relevant data to estimate (2) are those pertaining only to nonzero givers, so the sample used for (2) is a subsample of that for (1). Because R i is binary, we can use a probit or logit regression specification.
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As we discussed in the preceding section, there is considerable precedent in the literature for the specific elements of Z, such as age, income, race, and marital status.
DATA
We conducted a 53-question telephone survey, which was administered to 2,545 Georgia residents in the 20-county Atlanta metropolitan statistical area (MSA) region. The sample consisted of 100 randomly selected individuals in each of the counties in the sampling frame A sampling weight was used for each county to achieve an accurate representation of the households in the Atlanta region. The sampling frame was randomly selected using random digit dialing and a computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system.
A number of previous research surveys and questions guided the development of the survey instrument in which respondents were asked about their giving and volunteering patterns, behaviors, attitudes, solicitation preferences, and the sources of information they use in making their charitable giving decisions.
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The variables and summary statistics used in estimations of Equations 1 and 2 are summarized in Table 1 . Table 1 shows that 80% of the respondents in the metro Atlanta region report giving to charity (compared to about 70% nationally), with 68% of the giving directed to religious organizations (compared to 44% nationally).
11 Another significant finding is that 83% of the metro Atlanta respondents cited giving "because of a sense of community" (compared to 36% nationally).
12 Perhaps most interesting is that only 35% of the metro Atlanta residents reported giving because "they were asked," compared to 80% of the respondents nationally who participated in the Giving and Volunteering survey cited earlier.
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Unlike the studies conducted by Schervish and Havens (1998) and Prince et al. (1993) , we specifically did not focus on the small group of donors that have been termed "major donors." This is because of the belief that although every organization seeks major donors, from a policy and management perspective it is equally important to focus on average givers: donors who can be cultivated to give in the present-and give more generously over time as their income and wealth increase. Our aim was to construct a set of fund-raising profiles for average donors that could be used by nonprofit managers in building strategies for maximizing civic participation and increasing charitable behavior. By matching demographics to successful development strategies, nonprofits can raise funds in a more targeted, economical way. Table 2 summarizes the results of estimating Equation 1 using the tobit regression model. We report both the raw coefficient and the "marginal" effect, corrected to indicate the effect of each independent variable on those with positive giving levels.
DATA ANALYSIS AND MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

Determinants of Giving
Contributions in Table 2 are inelastic with respect to income, a finding that is consistent with the literature cited earlier. Specifically, a 10% increase in income is associated with a 9.3% increase in giving. A second finding is that age, identifying oneself as a Christian, having earned a bachelor's degree or equivalent, participating in civic and charitable activities, and volunteering for nonprofit organizations all positively affect an individual's level of charitable giving. This is consistent with earlier studies conducted by Independent Sector, AAFRC, and others (e.g., Hoge, 1995; Jencks, 1987) . Table 2 also reveals that Caucasians are more likely to give than people of other races, a finding that is consistent with some of the philanthropy literature (Cortes, 1995; Fairfax, 1995; Jencks, 1987) . In addition, married people give more than single people. For the 9% of the respondents that reported "other," the qualitative responses mostly reflected individuals whose affiliation is nondenominational, evangelical, and Pentecostal. In our empirical models, we experimented with different specifications of religious preference, including those that corrected for all possible religions and denominations. We found that for our core results, the specification did not have any statistically significant impact. For this reason, we have reported the most parsimonious specification in this article.
For fund-raising, these findings suggest that among other things, individuals that volunteer for charitable organizations, irrespective of their demographic attributes, are more likely to give. Thus, an organization's volunteers should be among the first donor segments that nonprofit managers look to when seeking to develop and cultivate new sources of financial capital. By virtue of their commitment to volunteerism, these individuals are already invested in the organization's mission and are contributing time.
Effectiveness of Fund-Raising Strategies
Tables B1-B8 in Appendix B detail the results of estimating Equation 2 with the probit model. The information they contain is summarized in Table 3 . Cells with pluses and minuses refer to significant effects from these demographics on the motives for giving.
In the philanthropy and nonprofit management literature on individual giving and volunteering, the solicitation technique that is frequently cited as contributing to increased donation levels is the "ask." This refers to the simple act of asking an individual to donate money or time to a charitable organization. The significant finding here is that the likelihood of giving because asked to do so decreases with income but increases with participation. Note that this is not to say that high-income respondents were less likely to give if asked, simply that this approach was less likely to function as a trigger for this group. One management suggestion from this finding is to target members of civic organizations with modest incomes, such as (for example) labor union members.
Volunteers are the most likely individuals to give because of a sense of community. This is an important finding given that this motive has not previously been linked to any sociodemographic characteristics. As discussed earlier, the obvious implication is that volunteers should not be overlooked as a viable portion of the donor market.
Van Slyke, Brooks / WHY DO PEOPLE GIVE? 209 Some people believe that charities are more effective than governments or for-profits at providing human services. This motivates giving most among minorities, volunteers, and those who participate in civic activities. It has the least effect among men and self-identified Democrats. This is interesting, given that racial minorities are popularly thought to align most closely with the Democratic Party and men tend more to identify as Republicans. In other words, when race and sex are peeled apart from political affiliation with regression models, we reveal beliefs about charity that are actually quite complex. The management implication that can be extracted from this finding is that particular demographic characteristics and the conventional wisdom often associated with the interaction between a solicitation technique and a particular demographic characteristic in a bivariate analysis can mask a relationship or challenge conventional wisdom when subjected to multivariate analyses. In part, this finding provides support for the conceptual model developed in Figure 1 in which we suggest that multiple background factors when interacted with different triggers can manifest themselves through a range of charitable behaviors.
In the model testing the relationship between giving and volunteering, those who participate in civic groups are most likely to give because they volunteer. Men and high-income individuals are the least likely to give for this reason.
Those individuals that identify themselves as practicing Christians who participate in worship services at least twice a month are, not surprisingly, the most likely to give for religious reasons. This is true as well for individuals who volunteer both at their houses of worship and for other charitable organizations. Men are less likely to cite religious reasons as motives for giving than women. In a related secular motive, Christians, volunteers, and minorities are the most likely individuals to cite a sense of duty as a reason to give. Again, men are less likely individuals to give for this motive than women, as are people with high income. The obvious implication is to target individuals who worship frequently and more broadly to identify Christians, minorities, and those who volunteer-especially women-as potential sources for charitable giving because of the motivation to give for religious reasons and out of a sense of duty.
14 We are not suggesting that these groups are undersolicited but rather that they represent fruitful opportunities for additional engagement in other types of secular organizations, especially when the appeal to these groups has a dimension reflective of their religious beliefs and participation or when there is a collaborative effort between a religious institution and secular charity.
Another reason for giving that is frequently cited in overall percentages from survey respondents is giving because a charity helped them (or someone they know) in the past. We found this motivation resonates most strongly among volunteers. Individuals with high incomes were the least likely to report giving for this reason. A lesson from this finding is to keep track of the beneficiaries served by a particular charitable organization and to solicit them in the future.
Economists frequently examine the role of tax policy and its implications for giving by individuals (Brown, 1999; Clotfelter, 1997; Steinberg, 1990) . Married people are the most likely individuals to give for tax reasons, with older people and men the least likely to report giving for this reason. High-income people had no higher probability than others of giving for this reason. 15 The issue of taxes, however, may also mask the fact that married individuals own homes and therefore are engaged in itemizing their deductions and see tax reasons and deductibility as an added incentive to participate charitably as well as a cost-reducing issue such that their overall tax bracket may be lowered. This last result may be the most interesting lesson of all for development strategy: In general, "selfish" motives (such as tax benefits) seem contradictory to fund-raising that appeals to altruism. Yet these data clearly show that taxes are a consideration for some people. Table 4 translates the preceding empirical findings into six fund-raising strategies. The development taxonomy presented in Table 4 profiles potential donors by examining the relationship between demographics and perceived benefits from giving. What the findings from the models and analysis show is that donors can be demographically segmented in terms of the success of certain fund-raising strategies.
To reiterate our earlier point, volunteers should be among the first individuals that nonprofit managers and fund-raisers look to for donations of money. In many ways, volunteers are a nonprofit's best resource for cultivating new donors and volunteers and for enhancing the reputation of the organizations they are involved in. However, discretion should be exercised in that volunteers do not suffer solicitation fatigue and become disengaged from the civic and charitable work of nonprofit organizations.
Women are another donor group that should be a priority of nonprofit managers and fundraisers. This segment of the population can be further cultivated under the rubric that charities are more effective than government or for-profits in providing to those in need and because giving is a duty, perhaps tied to one's religious beliefs. Tax benefits are a motivating force for women as well. Again, this is not to suggest that women are undertargeted but that they can be more effectively solicited based on their interests, motivations, and preferences.
A person of modest means responds most to appeals to duty and to suggestions that the charity may have helped them in the past. Minorities may be motivated to give out of a sense of duty and by the suggestion that charities are viable alternatives to government and forprofit companies. This latter point is also effective in the case of political conservatives.
Each demographic group can be developed to contribute time, money, and property to charitable organizations.
CONCLUSION
Fund-raising is a major focus for nonprofit executives and a concern for public managers. One concern expressed by public managers in an era when nonprofits are not only engaged in service delivery but also policy formulation and evaluation is whether and to what extent nonprofit financial capacity can be enhanced. Charitable dollars constitute an important element of nonprofit finance and serve to subsidize the cost of providing government programs. Although wealthy major donors have received significant attention in the academic and practitioner literatures, average donors and their own unique characteristics and interests have been less well studied. The models we have presented in this article build on previous research to examine sociodemographic and economic characteristics of individuals, combined with donors' motivations to give. By building models of who gives, why they give, and what would cause them to give more, we have been able to offer strategies for more effectively cultivating relationships with current donors and for developing new sources of financial and human capital through the use of charitable giving data.
To inform managerial practice, the qualitative component of this study also provides insight into whether managers who "heed the call of granularity" actually do better at raising funds than managers who adopt a more undifferentiated development approach. What we find is that rather than being able to assess the correlation between the amounts spent on donor research and the average size of gifts or the total amount donated, the executives interviewed and their organizations were not operating at this level (although they would like to be). As the interviewees attest, if the type of information presented here was more widely available to practitioners, organizational performance could improve as nonprofits attract more individual charitable gifts. And yet, the VPDs lamented that generally, medium and small nonprofits focus on solicitation itself and not the type of fund-raising analysis needed for developing more effective and efficient targeting. This is due in large part to organizational capacity constraints, namely, the lack of qualified individuals and financial resources as well as the lack of information exchange and integration of technology systems.
In social service and health nonprofits, the VPDs discussed the problem of information exchange and the poor job that internal departments such as marketing, fund-raising, and membership do in sharing information and coordinating actions and strategies. They also pointed to the lack of collaboration taking place in working jointly toward a particular outreach strategy for a specific type of donor. As one VPD put it, "there's a silo mentality" that constrains their ability to restructure and use communication and technology to achieve externally oriented results. In each of the organizations, the failure to enhance and integrate information systems has led to the inability to use different types of information for targeting and developing relationships with new and existing donors. This is particularly relevant in collecting information on volunteers, tracking them, and then soliciting them for a gift. One VPD noted that "We still have outdated mailing lists and are receiving as many as 30 percent of our solicitations returned because of incorrect addresses and contact information." The solicitation strategies for different donor profiles, identified in Table 4 , evoked responses such as "intriguing," "accurate," and "represents opportunities to develop more focused and targeted relationships" according to the VPDs interviewed. However, constraining their ability to utilize the type of information presented in Table 4 are capacity issues-too few staff members, insufficient or outdated technology systems, and a lack of resources for nurturing existing donors and cultivating new givers.
The donor profiling information and organizational constraints limiting a fuller utilization of this type of information is important for nonprofits, especially in an era in which expectations about the private provision of public goods are rising and concerns about nonprofit financial sustainability are growing.
Future research can build on our methods and findings in a number of ways. Most notably, we have sampled only a few possible motives for giving in our survey. Researchers might Van Slyke, Brooks / WHY DO PEOPLE GIVE? 213 seek to develop a more detailed vector of fund-raising strategies, perhaps tailored to donors and volunteers and linked to specific types of activities. For example, researchers looking to enhance the funding of faith-based initiatives (which may serve as substitutes or complements to government provision of certain goods and services) might ask questions more finely tuned to reasons of religious faith. In so doing, donor profiles could achieve finer granularity and fund-raising appeals made all that more effective. Future research could also look to study the relatively few nonprofits that appear to employ a targeted fund-raising approach already. Presumably, these sophisticated fund-raisers spend more than average on donor research. It would be useful to compare this spending with fund-raising returns in a systematic cost-benefit fashion.
APPENDIX A Structured interviews with Vice Presidents of Development
The sectors covered include health, arts and culture, education, environment, and social services. Revenues for these organizations ranged from $750,000 to $3,000,000 (2001 dollars), with average contributions (including gifts, grants, and contributions from private sources and government) ranging from $500,000 to $2,000,000. The average number of employees (full-time equivalents) ranged from 5 to 50 employees. 
Interview Protocol
APPENDIX B (continued)
(continued) NOTES 1. It could certainly be argued that there are financial costs that nonprofit organizations incur to attract donations. Therefore, the term "unearned income" suggests financial resources secured by the organization through means other than selling a product or providing a service. Attracting such resources, however, often does require certain institutional and personnel investments, as in the case of hiring a professional fund-raiser.
2. Note that the work of Schervish and Havens (1995) questions the shape of this curve on technical grounds.
3. Because each data source has strengths and weaknesses, our decision was to triangulate the data in an effort to minimize the weaknesses of any single analytic approach as well as inform managerial practice. The interview method was chosen because it is especially appropriate when trying to obtain complete information from elite or specialized individuals.
4. One of the strengths of a qualitative approach to primary data collection is that there is a richness to the data, what Geertz (1973) referred to as "thick descriptions," which can only be gathered in person at the site where the events are taking place.
5. The sample selection was guided by a fund-raising professor who also serves as a fund-raising executive with a large firm whose work is focused on assisting nonprofit organizations with fund-raising issues.
6. Miles and Huberman (1994) refer to this process as "snowball or a chain sampling strategy" because it assists in identifying cases of interest from individuals who know the cases that are information rich. To capture the full range of experiences, individuals can be selected who represent conditions at the tails of distribution.
7. Information denotes knowledge obtained by an individual for his or her own purposes as well as that obtained as a result of information distributed by a charitable organization across a range of communication distribution media with respect to nonprofit mission, clientele served, need, and so forth.
8. Future research might combine Models 1 and 2, so that the GIVE/DON'T GIVE decision is not separated from the reason for giving. This could be done with a selection model, in which a correction factor for giving (derived from Equation 1) could be added to the models (Equation 2) that measure the likelihood of giving for a particular reason.
9. A copy of the survey instrument is available from the authors. 10. These include the Independent Sector's (1999) 
Commission on Philanthropy, the Federal Reserve Board's Survey of Consumer Finances, and numerous regional surveys such as those administered on behalf of the Dallas Community Foundation and the Silicon Valley Community Foundation.
11. Source: AAFRC (1999). 12. Source: Independent Sector (1999). 13. One area of concern in these data involves the relatively low item response (53%) on the income question. The bias this might induce into our estimates is not clear.
14. Notwithstanding this finding is the recognition that giving and volunteering because of a sense of duty is inextricably linked to religious beliefs and motivations and may reveal itself both as a motivation and an outcome in terms of charitable participation.
15. Taxes primarily determine the size of the gift, not whether a gift will be made, as the price remains positive. As has been noted by a number of economists, taxes only make the difference in what some have described as "borderline givers" who have other motivations and need the price break before they are willing to move from being a nongiver to a giver (Clotfelter, 1997) .
